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DETAILED ACTION 



Information Disclosure Statement 

1 . The information disclosure statements submitted on 10/31/03 and 3/1 1/05 have 
been considered by the examiner. 



Drawings 

2. The drawings are objected to as failing to comply with 37 CFR 1 .84(p)(5) 
because they include the following reference character(s) not mentioned in the 
description: 111. Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d), or 
amendment to the specification to add the reference character(s) in the 
description in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(b) are required in reply to the Office 
action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended replacement drawing 
sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate prior version of the 
sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. Each drawing sheet submitted after the 
filing date of an application must be labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement 
Sheet" or "New Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .121(d). If the changes are not accepted by 
the examiner, the applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective 
action in the next Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in 
abeyance. On page 5, line 24 of the Specification, "stamper 110" should be changed to 
- - stamper 111 - -. 
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3. The drawings are objected to as failing to comply with 37 CFR 1 .84(p)(5) 
because they do not include the following reference sign(s) mentioned in the 
description: d. Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are 
required in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any 

amended replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the 
immediate prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. Each 
drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an application must be labeled in the top 
margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If 
the changes are not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will be notified and 
informed of any required corrective action in the next Office action. The objection to the 
drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Specification 

4. The use of the trademark NORLAND 61® has been noted in this application. It 
should be capitalized wherever it appears and be accompanied by the generic 
terminology. 

Although the use of trademarks is permissible in patent applications, the 
proprietary nature of the marks should be respected and every effort made to prevent 
their use in any manner which might adversely affect their validity as trademarks. 
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On page 3, line 12, NORLAND 61® should be capitalized. 

5. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: On page 7, 
line 12, "molding polymer 21 5" should be changed to - - optically curable polymer 215 - - 
to keep consistent with the rest of the Specification. 

On page 7, line 14, "Stamper blank 215" should be changed to - - Stamper blank 
210--. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Objections 

Claims 8, 16, 19, and 21 objected to because of the following informalities: 
Regarding claim 8, the phrase "said substrate is prepare to enhance" should be 

changed to - - said substrate is prepared to enhance - -. 

Regarding claim 16 (page 12, line 23) and claim 21 (page 13, line 25), the phrase 

"removing excess material from said stamper blank" should be changed to - - removing 

excess material from said coated stamper blank - - in order to keep consistent with the 

claims. 

Regarding claim 19 on page 13, line 12, the phrase "said optically curable 
polymer tolight" should be changed to - - said optically curable polymer to light - -. 

Appropriate correction is required. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

6. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

7. Claims 2 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Regarding claim 2, it is confusing how the substrate could be coated with a 
release layer and also have molded optical elements on selected areas of it. On page 
3, lines 17-18 of the Specification, it says, "stampers are typically coated with release 
layer." It appears that the claim should read - - The method of Claim 1 wherein said 
stampers are coated with a release layer, - - and this is how it will be read for the 
purposes of this office action. 

Claim 14 is rejected for having an improper Markush group. MPEP 2173.05(h) 
states as follows: 

"Alternative expressions are permitted if they present no uncertainty or ambiguity 
with respect to the question of scope or clarity of the claims. One acceptable form of 
alternative expression, which is commonly referred to as a Markush group, 
recites members as being "selected from the group consisting of A, B and C." 

See Ex parte Markush, 1925 CD. 126 (Comm'r Pat. 1925)." 

Claim 14 should be amended as follows: - - The method of Claim 12 wherein 
said master is made from a material selected from the group consisting of silicon, metal, 
glass, and plastic. - - 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claims 1-2, 5-6, 8, and 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hamanaka et al. (EP 0,91 1 ,144) in view of Galarneau et al. (U.S. 
5,597,613). 

Regarding claim 1 , Hamanaka et al. teaches a method for making molded optical 
elements on selected areas on a surface of a substrate comprising of coating the molds 
with a locally dispensed optically curable polymer; bringing the selected area on the 
surface of the substrate into contact with the coated molds; exposing the surface of the 
substrate in contact with said coated molds to light; and separating the substrate from 
the molds to leave the molded optical elements on the selected areas on the surface of 
the substrate (Column 6, line 23 - Column 7, line 4; Figure 1 (a-f)). Hamanaka et al. 
also teaches using a single stamper with plural concave portions separated by gaps, 
applying high refractive index resin to these portions, placing a large size glass 
substrate on top of the resin in the concave portions, and then dicing the substrate to 
separate the microlens arrays (Column 7, lines 23-34; Figure 5). 

Hamanaka et al. is silent toward providing a first and second stamper each 
comprising of a mold and being separated by a gap. One skilled in the art would have 
readily appreciated that the microlens arrays from the teachings of Hamanaka et al. 
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could be made using multiple stampers that are separated by gaps. The resin would be 
applied to the stampers, a large glass substrate would be placed on the resin in the 
stamper molds, and then the substrate would be diced. It is well known to use multiple 
stampers as shown for example by Galarneau et al. who teaches using quartz master 
elements (stampers) for tiling a large area diffractive optical element (Column 1 , line 49 
- Column 2, line 35; Column 5, line 45 - Column 6, line 1 2). The gaps (dicing areas) 
from the single stamper with the plurality of concave portions would correspond to the 
gaps that would separate the multiple stampers. One skilled in the art would have 
readily recognized that the two are alternate expedients which are obvious over one 
another in the absence of unexpected results and results in the same end product 
(microlens arrays). It is noted that the specification describes no criticality for having 
multiple stampers rather than one large stamper with multiple stamping regions 
separated from one another as shown for example in Figure 5 of Hamanaka et al. Also, 
one skilled in the art would have readily appreciated that using multiple stampers 
reduces manufacturing costs and provides additional weight reduction (Galarneau et al.: 
Column 1 , lines 49-56). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to use multiple stampers that have molds in the 
method of Hamanaka et al. as suggested by Galarneau et al. 

Regarding claim 2, Hamanaka et al. teaches that the stampers are coated with a 
release layer (Column 6, lines 23-26; Figure 1(b)). 

Regarding claim 5, Hamanaka et al. teaches placing the coated molds into a 
vacuum chamber for degassing (Column 6, lines 41 -43). 
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Regarding claim 6, Hamanaka et al. teaches that the substrate is made of glass 
(Column 6, lines 32-33), and it is well known that glass is substantially transparent to 
light. 

Regarding claim 8, Hanamaka et al. teaches that the substrate is prepared with a 
coupling agent to enhance adhesion of the optically curable polymer when the optically 
curable polymer is cured (Column 6, lines 34-39). 

Regarding claim 1 1 , Hamanaka et al. teaches that there is a trap portion for 
excess resin at the periphery of the array of concave portions (in the gap) and that its 
depth (dimensions) are substantially equal to that of the concave portions (separation 
distance) (Column 2, lines 36-45; Column 3, lines 28-31 and 49-56). Therefore, one 
skilled in the art would have readily appreciated that this teaching corresponds to the 
dimensions of the gap being determined by the separation distance between the 
substrate and the mold when the optically curable polymer begins to flow. 

10. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hamanaka et al. (EP 0,911,144) in view of Galarneau et al. (U.S. 5,597,613), as applied 
to claims 1-2, 5-6, 8, and 1 1 above, and further in view of Kondo (U.S. Patent 
6,653,157). 

Regarding claim 3, Hamanaka et al. and Galarneau et al. are relied upon for the 
teachings above. Hamanaka et al. is silent towards the optically curable polymer being 
mechanically dispensed onto the molds. Kondo teaches a method of supplying liquid 
stuff (optically curable polymer) on optical elements by using a nozzle (Column 7, lines 
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20-45). One skilled in the art would have readily appreciated using a nozzle to dispense 
the optically curable polymer, because it is possible to control the thickness of the lens 
shape part by adjusting the viscosity of the liquid stuff or by adjusting aspects of the 
nozzle. Also, the liquid stuff will not adhere to unintended parts since it is securely 
supplied only to necessary parts, so there is no waste (Kondo: Column 7, lines 32-43). 

Kondo also teaches that the liquid stuff (optically curable polymer) can be 
supplied by injecting it using an ink jet head (Column 8, lines 55-57). One skilled in the 
art would have readily appreciated using an ink jet head to supply the liquid stuff, since 
the liquid stuff could be supplied in a short period of time; therefore, it is advantageous 
in productivity (Column 8, lines 57-60). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use a nozzle or an ink jet head to dispense the optically curable 
polymer (liquid stuff) in the method of Hamanaka et al., as modified above, as 
suggested by Kondo. 

11. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hamanaka et al. (EP 0,911,144) in view of Galarneau et al. (U.S. 5,597,613), as applied 
to claims 1-2, 5-6, 8, and 1 1 above, and further in view of Nishikawa et al. (U.S. Patent 
6,730,459). 

Regarding claim 4, Hamanaka et al. and Garlarneau et al. are relied upon for the 
teachings above. Hamanaka et al. is silent toward the locally dispensed optically 
curable polymer being dispensed by bringing the molds into contact with a reservoir of 
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optically curable polymer. Nishikawa et al. teaches that the light transmitting layer 
precursor (optically curable polymer) can be placed on the master plate and/or the 
microlens array substrate by the method of dipping (Column 3, lines 42-50 and 59-64; 
Figure 1(A)). One skilled in the art would have readily appreciated that the molds could 
be dipped into a reservoir of optically curable polymer, since it is a conventional method 
of applying optically curable polymers. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to bring the molds into 
contact with a reservoir of optically curable polymer (dipping method) in the method of 
Hamanaka et al., as modified above, as suggested by Nishikawa et al. 

12. Claims 7 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hamanaka etal. (EP 0,911,144) in view of Galarneau etal. (U.S. 5,597,613), as applied 
to claims 1-2, 5-6, 8, and 1 1 above, and further in view of Morita (U.S. Patent 
6,814,897). 

Regarding claim 7, Hamanaka et al. and Galarneau et al. are relied upon for the 
teachings above. Hamanaka et al. is silent toward the substrate being substantially 
reflective to light. Morita teaches that the substrate can be made of metal, such as Al, 
Fe, Cu, etc. (Column 6, lines 53-54). One skilled in the art would have readily 
appreciated that the substrate could have been made of metal and that metal is 
substantially reflective to light. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to use a substrate that is substantially reflective 
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to light in the method of Hamanaka et al., as modified above, as suggested by Morita, 
since it is a conventional material to use for the substrate in molding applications. 

Regarding claim 12, Hamanaka et al. and Galarneau et al. are relied upon for the 
teachings above. Hamanaka et al. is silent towards the first stamper comprising of: 
coating a stamper blank with the locally dispensed optically curable polymer; providing a 
master; bringing said master into contact with the locally coated stamper blank; 
exposing the locally coated stamper blank in contact with the master to light; and 
separating the master from the locally coated stamper blank to create the first stamper. 
Morita teaches pouring a UV curing liquid resin into the concavity-protubrance surface 
of the father (master) and then placing a transparent plate, such as a glass plate, upon 
the liquid resin to avoid introducing bubbles. UV radiation is then applied through the 
transparent plate, causing the resin to cure. The cured resin and transparent plate are 
then peeled off the father, and they make up the mother (stamper) (Morita: Column 10, 
lines 14-19; Column 10, line 65 - Column 11, line 20). One skilled in the art would have 
readily appreciated that the resin could be applied to either the stamper blank or the 
master as they are alternate expedients over one another and result in the same end 
product. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use a stamper made by Morita's method in the method of 
Hamanaka et al., as modified above, since this is a conventional method to form molds 
(stampers). 
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13. Claims 9-10, 13-14, and 16-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hamanaka et al. (EP 0,91 1 ,144) in view of Galarneau et al. (U.S. 
5,597,613) and further in view of Morita (U.S. Patent 6,814,897), as applied to claims 1- 
2, 5-7, and 11-12 above, and further in view of Harden et al. (U.S. Patent 6,610,166). 

Regarding claim 9, Hamanaka et al. and Galarneau et al. are relied upon for the 
teachings above. Hamanaka et al. is silent toward alignment marks being patterned on 
the surface of the substrate. Harden et al. teaches that optical elements have stand offs 
that are etched or replicated into a bottom substrate wafer and notches in the other 
wafer.. These stand offs and notches serve as alignment features (Column 5, lines 16- 
26 and 45-47). One skilled in the art would readily appreciate having alignment marks 
on the surface of the substrate in order to facilitate alignment of the substrate to the 
molds. Therefore, it would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to 
have alignment marks on the substrate in the method of Hamanaka et al., as modified 
above, as suggested by Harden et al. 

Regarding claim 1 0, Hamanaka et al. and Galarneau et al. are relied upon for the 
teachings above. Hamanaka et al. is silent toward thin metal elements being patterned 
on the surface of the substrate for optical functions. Harden et al. teaches having metal 
on the substrate surface (Column 6, lines 33-35). One skilled in the art would have 
readily appreciated having metal elements on the surface in order to block light. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have metal elements on the surface of the substrate for optical 



Application/Control Number: 10/698,210 Page 13 

Art Unit: 1733 

functions in the method of Hamanaka et al., as modified above, as suggested by 
Harden et al. 

Regarding claim 13, Hamanaka et al., Galarneau et al., and Morita are relied 
upon for the teachings above. Hamanaka is silent towards the master for making the 
first stamper being coated with a release layer. Harden et al. teaches that the master is 
coated with a release layer (Column 7, lines 18-24). One skilled in the art would have 
readily appreciated having a release layer on the master to prevent bonding of the 
optically curable polymer to the master when making the stamper. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have the 
master be coated with a release layer in the method of Hamanaka et al., as modified 
above, as suggested by Harden et al. since it is conventional technique when molding 
things. 

Regarding claim 14, Hamanaka et al., Galarneau et al., and Morita are relied 
upon for the teachings above. Hamanaka et al. is silent toward the master for making 
the first stamper being made from a group of materials consisting of silicon, metal, 
glass, and plastic. Harden et al. teaches that the master could be made from glass or 
plastic (Column 7, line 2 and line 43). One skilled in the art would have readily 
appreciated that the master could be made out of glass or plastic since these are 
conventional materials used for masters in molding processes. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have the 
master be made of glass or plastic in the method of Hamanaka et al., as modified 
above, as suggested by Harden et al. 
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Regarding claims 16-18, Hamanaka et al. and Galarneau et al. are relied upon 
for the teachings above. Hamanaka et al. is silent towards the first stamper comprising 
of: coating a stamper blank with the locally dispensed optically curable polymer; 
providing a master; bringing said master into contact with the locally coated stamper 
blank; exposing the locally coated stamper blank in contact with the master to light; 
separating the master from the locally coated stamper blank; and removing excess 
material from the coated stamper blank to create the first stamper. Hamanaka et al. is 
also silent toward the. master being coated with a release layer, and the excess material 
being removed by chemical etching. Morita teaches pouring a UV curing liquid resin 
into the concavity-protubrance surface of the father (master) and then placing a 
transparent plate, such as a glass plate, upon the liquid resin to avoid introducing 
bubbles. UV radiation is then applied through the transparent plate, causing the resin to 
cure. The cured resin and transparent plate are then peeled off the father, and they 
make up the mother (stamper) (Column 10, lines 14-19; Column 10, line 65 - Column 
1 1 , line 20). One skilled in the art would have readily appreciated that the resin could 
be applied to either the stamper blank or the master as they are alternate expedients 
over one another and result in the same end product. It is also conventional in 
lithographic processes to use solvents (chemical etching) to remove any excess 
material as shown for example by Harden et al. (Column 9, lines 50-58). Harden et al. 
also teaches that the master is coated with a release layer (Column 7, lines 18-24). 
One skilled in the art would have readily appreciated having a release layer on the 
master and using chemical etching to remove excess material as both are conventional 
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techniques in the molding process. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to use a stamper made by the above 
conventional method, to have a master with a release layer, and to use chemical 
etching to remove excess material in the method of Hamanaka et al., as modified 
above, as suggested by Morita and Harden et al., since this is a conventional method to 
form molds (stampers). 

14. Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hamanaka et al. (EP 0,91 1 ,144) in view of Galarneau et al. (U.S. 5,597,61 3) and further 
in view of Morita (U.S. Patent 6,814,897), as applied to claims 1-2, 5-7, and 11-12 
above, and further in view of Uehara (U.S. Patent 4,566,930) and Takakuwa et al. (U.S. 
Patent 6,280,660). 

Regarding claim 14, Hamanaka et al., Galarneau et al., and Morita are relied 
upon for the teachings above. Hamanaka et al. is silent toward the master for making 
the first stamper being made from a group of materials consisting of silicon, metal, 
glass, and plastic. Uehara teaches that the master is made of metal (Column 3, lines 
36-38). Takakuwa et al. teaches that the master is made of silicon (Column 1 , lines 31- 
35). One skilled in the art would have readily appreciated that the master could be 
made out of metal or silicon since these are conventional materials used for masters in 
molding processes. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have the master be made of metal or silicon in the 
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method of Hamanaka et al., as modified above, as suggested by Uehara and Takakuwa 
et al. 

15. Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hamanaka etal. (EP 0,911,144) in view of Galarneau et al. (U.S. 5,597,613) and further 
in view of Morita (U.S. Patent 6,814,897), as applied to claims 1-2, 5-7, and 11-12 
above, and further in view of Fujita (U.S. Patent Application Publication: US 
2004/0090571) 

Regarding claim 15, Hamanaka et al., Galarneau et al., and Morita are relied 
upon for the teachings above. Hamanaka et al. is silent toward the master used to 
create the first stamper having an alignment feature, which is transferred to the first 
stamper. It is well known that alignment marks can be transferred from stampers 
(masters) to the material being molded as shown for example by Fujita (Page 8, lines 3- 
5 of [0121]). One skilled in the art would have readily appreciated that alignment 
features on the master would be transferred onto the stamper that is being made. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was , 
made to have the master transfer the alignment feature to the first stamper in the 
method of Hamanaka, as modified above, as suggested by Fujita, since it will help with 
the alignment of the stamper to the substrate when making the optical elements. 

16. Claim 19-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hamanaka et al. (EP 0,911,144) in view of Galarneau et al. (U.S. 5,597,613) and further 
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in view of Morita (U.S. Patent 6,814,897), as applied to claims 1-2, 5-7, and 11-12 
above, and further in view of Houlihan et al. (U.S. Patent 6,700,708). 

Regarding claims 19 and 20, Hamanaka et al., Galarneau et al. are relied upon 
for the teachings above. Hamanaka et al. is silent toward the first stamper comprising 
of: providing a master comprising a cavity wherein optical element shapes are disposed; 
overfilling said cavity with said locally dispensed optically curable polymer; bringing a 
stamper blank into contact with said optically curable polymer; exposing said stamper 
blank and optically curable polymer to light; and separating said stamper blank leaving 
said optically curable polymer attached to said stamper to create said first stamper. 
Hamanaka et al. is also silent toward the cavity of the master being coated with a 
release layer. Houlihan et al. teaches a method of forming a mold (stamper) from a 
master microlens array in a cavity wherein the base element of the cavity is coated with 
an anti-stiction coating (release layer). An elastomeric material fills the excess spaces 
of the cavity and is then cured. The elastomeric material and the backplate (stamper 
blank) are peeled from the master microlens array to create the mold (stamper) 
(Houlihan et al.: Column 3, lines 9-48). One skilled in the art would have readily 
appreciated that an optically curable polymer could be used instead of the elastomeric 
material to create the stamper as shown for example by Morita. One skilled in the art 
would have also appreciated coating the cavity with a release layer in order to facilitate 
removing the mold (stamper) from the master, since this is a conventional technique 
used in molding. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have a stamper made from the method suggested by 
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Houlihan et al. and Morita in the method of Hamanaka et al., since it is a conventional 
practice in molding. 

17. Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Morita 
(U.S. Patent 6,814,897) in view of Harden et al. (U.S. Patent 6,610,166). 

Morita teaches a method for making a stamper comprising: pouring a UV curing 
liquid resin into the concavity-protubrance surface of the father (master) and then 
placing a transparent plate, such as a glass plate, upon the liquid resin to avoid 
introducing bubbles. UV radiation is then applied through the transparent plate, causing 
the resin to cure. The cured resin and transparent plate are then peeled off the father, 
and they make up the mother (stamper) (Column 10, lines 14-19; Column 10, line 65 - 
Column 11, line 20). 

Morita is silent towards removing the excess material from the coated stamper 
blank. It is conventional in lithographic processes to use solvents (chemical etching) to 
remove any excess material as shown for example by Harden et al. (Column 9, lines 
50-58). One skilled in the art would have readily appreciated removing the excess 
material to complete the stamper blank. Also, one skilled in the art would have readily 
recognized that the resin could be applied to either the stamper blank or the master as 
they are alternate expedients obvious over one another and result in the same end 
product. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to remove the excess material to complete the stamper in the 
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method of Morita as suggested by Harden et al. since it is conventional in the 
lithographic processes. 

18. Claim 22 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Morita 
(U.S. Patent 6,814,897). 

Morita teaches a method for making a stamper comprising: pouring a UV curing 
liquid resin into the concavity-protubrance surface of the father (master) and then 
placing a transparent plate, such as a glass plate, upon the liquid resin to avoid 
introducing bubbles. UV radiation is then applied through the transparent plate, causing 
the resin to cure. The cured resin and transparent plate are then peeled off the father, 
and they make up the mother (stamper) (Column 10, lines 14-19; Column 10, line 65 - 
Column 1 1 , line 20). One skilled in the art would have readily appreciated that the resin 
could be applied to either the stamper blank or the master as they are alternate 
expedients over one another and result in the same end product. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to apply the 
resin to either the stamper or the master in the method of Morita, since they will result in 
the same end product. 

Conclusion 

1 9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jayme L. Brown whose telephone number is 571-272- 
8386. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Blaine Copenheaver can be reached on 571-272-1 156. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703- 
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